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A Three Year Follow=Up ol a Preschool Intervention Program
Sandra Hendrix and Paul R. Dokecki
Demonstration and Research Center for Early tducation
George Peabody College lor Teachers
Abstract

This research has sought to investigate the long-term effects of
three forms of preschool intervention on selected dimensions of affective
Jdevelopment. On most of the attitudinal measures, differences tended to
be minimal or opposite from the hypothesized direction. The strongest
differences in favor of the target groups involved in the prescheool pro-
gram were on the measure of negative internal-external control. For the
younger siblings, expected differences in favor of the groups with mater-
nal invelvement were found only on the measure of behavioral adjustment.
The results of analyses investigating the relationships among these atti-
tudinal variables indicated a considerable degree of situational specificity.
Very few relationships reached statistical significance at or beyond the
.05 level. Most conspicuous was the lack of significant relationship
between these indicég:;éa ratings of behavioral adjustment in the school.
These findings suggest that the current view of these traits as highly
generalized dispositions of the "competent self' is an oversimplification.
In future research, investigators should move toward further utilization

and clarification of these situational variables.
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The primary purpose of this research was to investigate the rcsiduni
or long-term effects of the second in a scries of major intervention pro-
srams involving low-income preschoolers conducted at Peabody's Demonstra-
tion and Research Center for Farly Education (DARCEL) .

The first of these programs, the Farly Training Project, was initiated
by Gray and Klaus (1959). This project, designed to provide organjzed
experiences to enhance the child's chances of coping effectively with formal
schooling, provided two groups of preschool children with special ten-week
summer sessions and regular between session home visitations. Subsequent
to the intervention program, it was found that the experimental children,
as compared to controls, exhibited superior performance which was main-
tained on follow-up testing. Moreover, the younger siblings of the cxperi-
mental groups were found to be superior to the younger siblings of the
controls. This latter unexpected program effect, which appeared to be
associated with the attention given the mothers of the preschool populations,
served as a point of departure for the Intrafamily (Vertical Diffusion)
Study (Gilmer, 1969; Gilmer, Miller, & Gray, 1970).

This_séﬁond intervention program attempted to explore more systemati-
cally the conditions and agents of change which enhance vertical diffusion

’ -
of cognitive stimulation within a family. Three experimental treatments,
involving (1) a special preschool program with classroom involvement for
both mother and target child, (2) a mother-home visitation program, and
(3) a preschool program for only the tarpet child, were contrasted with
varivus control conditions. There were various control conditions.
Results over time [or the target children showed increased and sustained

gains in performance, superior to those of the controls, for all treatment
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proups up to school entrance. Tt was ;I|H{) Found that performance seoten
For the younger sibling groups having maternal lovolvement were signifi-
cant ly higher than those scores for groups wherve the mother was not
involved.

With this most recent program, DARCEE's intent to investigate the .
potential of vertical diffusion and the differential effect of the mother's
involvement in the treatment program hgs been realized. VYet, a crucial
isaue still remained: will the effeétgtof interwvention be maintained as
the child goes éhrough the formal learning processes of school? 1In
approaching this issue, the need for continued measurement of cognitive
development is evident. Assessment of cognitive skills, however, covers
only one dimension of the child's ability to cope effectively with formal

1) .
schooling. The attitudes necessary for sustaining developed skills and
continuing the developmental momentum are of equal importance.

One of the overarching goals of the preschool curriculum was to
develop in the children attitudes that would be conducive to active par-—
ticipation in the learning process of the school. Positive attitudes
relating to school-type activities, particularly the ability to delay
reward, motivation to achieve, and the tendency toward reflection, were
systematically programed into the curriculum. In addition, by carefully
sequenéing activities and tasks to develop these motivations, the curri-
culum hoped to promote in the child a greater feeling of personal control.

The present investigation was designed as a three-year follow—np of
the Intrafamily $Study--addressing the question of how preschool expericnces

will be reflected in later development. Both cognitive functioning and

social-behavioral adjustment were explored. Central focus, however, was
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on atlitudes conducive to achicovement which the preschool carricoalam heped
Lo deve Top,  These varibab Tess smot fvat Ton to achbeve, alei ity to dela
pratilication, reflection, and the related construct of internal=-cvaternal
(1-E) control--have not previously been measured in the Intrafamily Study.
Bain regarding the cognitive domain are presented in a lollowing paper.
The major cxperimental questions asked in this study are as follows:
(1) Will target children in the treatment groups be differentiated on
attitudinal variables related to school success and, if so, is there a
vertical diffusion of these noncognitive proéraﬁ effects to their younger
sibling? (2) Is the mother's program involvement a crucial factor in
developing these attitudes? (3) What are thefielationships among the

variables assessed?

Theoretical Orientation

Before stating the specific hypotheses to be investigated, the gceneral
theoretical orientation relating to the central concepts of the study will
be presented. This will include (1) a discussion of the current theoreti-
¢al conception of competence which served as a basis for the incorporation
of these concepts in the DARCEE curriculum and (2) a brief overview of the
lite;aturc regarding each variable.

¢ :

Conceptualizing the Nature of Competence

The notion of '"competence' gained particular prominence in develop-
mental résearch following an essay by Robert White (1959). 1In this classic
paper, White postulated that man shares with other mammals an intrinsic
motivation toward competence--toward effective interaction with the environ-

ment. Lt was White's contention, however, that the motivation neceded to



attain competence could not be wholly derived from the "drives™ ot ohe
mativational theory that until recently prevailed in experimental paveholopw,
or the duluﬂcwnvc—suukinﬂ instincts ot Frcﬁdiun psychoanalysis.. White vited
evidence to support an independent and distincet role For such motivation,
which he labeled effectance, to account fully for man's capacity to deal
effectively with his surrpoundings. For White, ef fectance incorporated an
fmportant motivational ingredient overlooked by traditional theories,
namely, the feedback that the dchloping person receives from the con-
sequences of his active commerce with the environment.

White's conception of competence centers on blological origins and
the developmental vicissitudes of individual motivation. More recent con-
notations of competence have reflected contemporary concern with its
socictally relevant outcomes. Inkeles (1966) proposed a definition of com-
petence that stresses the societal.refer at: "the ability to attain and
perform in three sets of statuses: those which one's society will normally
ansipn one, those in the repertoire of one's social system that one might
reasonably aspire to, and thuse which one might reasonably invent or

L

olaborate for oneself {p. 269].'

1

Inkeles suggests that the study of
"ocialization be appfoached from the standpoint of socie;al expectations
and socialization outcomes rather than from that of biological origins and
the impact of child rearing practices.

’ Gladwin (1967), in a report on a conference of mental health profes-
sionals held at the National Institute of Mental Health, offered a concep-
tion of social competence similar to Inkeles. MHe proposed that competence
develops along three closely related axes (1) the ability to learn ur to

use a4 varioty of alternative pathways to achieve one's goals, (2) the
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Ab ity to atitise the resoarces ol o variety of soclal systems, and

(V) the capaclty to etfectbvely teat reality, Programs of dntervent ion
appreosviate to this conception were scen by Gladwin as operating primarily
through the provision or adaptation of a social environment designed to
maximize rewarding and effective sofiul experience.

Overview of the Literature

The implication of these current conceptions of competence have lad
far reaching effects in psychological research. The empirical assumption
inherent in the work of many contemporary theorists is that there is a
core of interrelated personal attributes which in some way plays a crucial
tole in a person's effectiveness in interaction with the environment. These
variables--including motives; values, beliefs, and orientations--are seen as
relatively enduring attributes of the '"competent self."

Against this background, a number of themes have émerged which are
intended to refer broadly to various kinds of dispositions and behavicral
tendencies relevant to achicvement. The most extensively studied ﬁas been
the "need for achievement' defined by McClelland (1953) as a tendency to
strive for success when one's performance is evaluated against a standard
of excellence. Implied in this concept is the desire to learn something
new, to improve one's performance, and to do for oneself rather than being
done for. This motive, measured usually in fantasy productions, has been
found to.bc positively related to socioeconomic status (Bruckman, 1966;
Nuttal, 1964; Rosen, 1959). High need for achievement has also been found
to be associated with achievement training by both parents and early home
Ernining in independence by the father (Atkinson & Feather, 1966; McClelland,

1961: Rosen & D'Andrade, 1959).
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Another praedisposition which is strongly associated with competence
is Rotter's "sense of personal or internal control of the envirenment!
(Rottor, Sceman, & Liverant, 1962). This construct is described as a
seneralized expectancy regarding the extent to which significant cvents
are perceived to occur as a function of one's own behavior (internal con-
trol) or as a function of forces outside one's personal control (external
control), In its broadest meaning, it refers to the degree to which puople
have o sense of efficacy or power, and accept personal responsibility for
what happens to them. Rotter (1969) has noted the relationship of per-
cuived internal versus external control to research on achievement moti-
vation, to White's (1959) concept of competence motivation, and to a sensc
ol powerlessness, as a sociological concept of alienation (Seeman, 196Y).
[t has been applied more specifically to youngsters in intellectual
achievement situations through a questionnaire which assesses the extent
to which favorable reactions from parents, teachers, and peers are believed
by the child to depend either.upon the quality of.his own efforts or upon
factors such as luck or the personal bias or whim of the evaluator (Crandall,
Datkovsky, & Crandall, 1965). A number of studies have linked a sensc of

-

internal control to grade point average (Lessing, 1969), achievement test
scores (Chance, 1965; Crandall et al., 1965; McGhee & Crandall, 1968), and
school room achievement behavior among grade school children (Chance, 1965).
Pcréeived internal control has also been found to be stronger in the middle
class than in the working class (Battle & Rotté;:'l963; Crandall et al.,

1965), and in white children and adults than in blacks (Crandall et al.,

1965: Lessing, 1969).
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The notlon of Mepo strenpth™ Lo Cipared prominent byoin disen andong
ol competence.  Considered judgment amud persistence fn contrast to impul-
siveness have been considered noncognitive tasks in the successtul applica-
tion of intelligence to problem solution. Empirical support for this
contention has come from studies showing the relationship between measures
of impulsivity and other criteria of intelligence or intellectual accowm-
plishment., Adolescents characterized as impulsive because they are delin-
quent (Corotto, 19615, or because they were so rated by teachers and
supervisors (Spivack & Levine, 1963), were found to perform poorly on
intelligence tests. Special measures of impulsivity (e.g., drawving a line
as slowly as possible, controlled association, time sense) also corrvelated
negatively with intelligence-test performance. A few studies have been
done relating these dispositions to social adaptation. A lack of persis-
tence evident since childhood was one of the outstanding traits of Terman
and Oden's (1947) underachieving superior individuals. Davids and Sidman
(1962) showed that bright (as measured by T1.Q. tests) underachievers were
relatively more impulsive than successful students who were equally bright.
Spivack and Levine (1963) found that tests of impulsivity tended to dif-
ferentinte well-functioning normals from adolescents of above average
intelligence who had been transferred for residential treatment.

The ability to delay immediate gratification for the sake of later,
larger outcomes is generally recognized as an important prerequisite for
many achievement~-relevant situations. This concept has been extensively
investigated through the work of Mischel (1966). These studies typically
cmployed a rescarch paradipgm in which subjects are confronted with real

chaices between immediately available but less valued rewards as oppesed
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tor debaved ot o moy e vataed onbooame., Phe et provide cvbdenoe thoat
delay responsed are relatively consistent, tend to dnerease with e,
are systematieally related to a number of variables involving fmpul-e con-
trol Glischel & Gilligan, ton4).  Studies have demonstrated poritive voela-
tionship between the tendency to delay gratification and measurves of social
responslbility, achicvement motivation, and certaln child rearine conditions.
This brief overview of research has presented evidence to suppest a
gsroup of self-attitudes and personal orientations that are assumed to bear
upon the extent to which a child is oriented to make the most of his oppor-
tunities in the world. Predictions concerning the long term impact of the
DARCEE preschool program on these attitudinal dimensions and the relation-

ships among these constructs are presented below.

Hzgotheses

The following hypotheses are suggested concerning intervention ¢ffects:

(1) Target children in all treatment groups achieve a higher score on
measures of attitudinal development and behavioral adjustment than
those in groups with no program involvement.

(2) Target children in groups with maternal participation achieve a
higher score on measures of attitudinal development and behavioral
adjustment than those in groups with no maternal involvement.

(3) Target children in groups involved in only the classroom program
achieve a higher score on measures of attitudinal development and
behavioral adjustment than those in groups with no program involve-
ment .

(4) Younger siblings in groups having maternal participation achieve

a higher score on measures of attitudinal development and

11
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Dehavioral djustoent than somnset sib b imes Toosrenges with o
paternrl doco e rneat,

Ch) There oot siendbreasnt dbiterence hetween the ot titmboa b ol
adlustment seores ot younger sihlbings of the ebasroom proup amd
the vounger siblings o the pronp with no program involvement,

In investipating the relatlonships among the major variables of the

sthindy, two general hypotheses are supgested:

(1) The attitudinal constructs=-delay of gratificatlon, reflection,
internal-external control, and achievement motivatlon--are posi=-
tively related to ecach other.

(1) Behavioral ad justment is positively related to the measures of

attltudinal development,

Method
Subjueets

The subjects in the present study were 143 low-income black children.
All of the chiidren had been associated with the DARCEE intrafamily (Ver-
tical Diffusion) study (Gilmer, 1969; Gilmer, Miller, & Gray, 1970). These
children liad originally been selected frém a large, predominantly black
housing project whose inhabitants would be considered moderately disadvan-
taged. Table 1 presents the age characteristics of the subjects.

Miller (1967) described the general design of the study. There were
three treatment groups included in the program., In the first group, desig~"
nated the Maximum Impact Group, both the mother and target child partici-
pated in a training program at the preschool center. The program for the

mothers was a scquential process of skill development and movement from

directed obgervations to actual classroom participation in a teaching

12



Grade in School and Apge at Tlme of Follow=Up
Assessment of Children Included in the Study

Age
Mean Range
Grade N (Yr. and Mo.) (Yr. and Mo.)
First , 28 7-0 6-7 o 8-1
Second 35 8-1 7-0 to 8-8
Third 56 -0 7-7 to 10-4
Fourth 24 9-10 9-5 to 10-4

ciapacity. The children's program was a broad developmental curriculum
designed to foster socialization for competence. It was organized around
the development of two major classes of variables: aptitudes for environ-
mental mastery and attitudes necessary for continued growth.

(n the second group, the target child was the only member of the
family enrolled in a training program. This group was called the Curricu-
lum Group. Here the children participated in a classroom program which was
a replication of that received by the Maximum Impact Group. The third
group, the Home Visitor Group, had no direct contact with the preschool
center. The family was visited once a week by a home-visiting teacher who
workéq directly with the mother and used the target child to demonstrate
techniques and procedures consistent with the classroom program.

In the two groups in which the children were involved in the DARCFEL
classroom, the children were between three and four years of age at the
ipfeption of the study. TIn the Home Visitor Group, the target children

. were one year older than the children in the classroom group.

13
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AT the tamilles in the study had other children who were younser than
the ones involved in the preschool experience.  The only restrietion on the
age of the younger siblings was that they should be at least 18 months old
at the beginning of the study. With the exception of the Home Visitor

Group, these siblings did not participate directly in the program.

Table £

Schematic Representation of the Groups Involved in the Study

Maximum L[mpact
*tHother
*larget-aged Treatment Child
Younger Sibling
“Curriculum
Mother
*Target-aged Treatment Child
Younger Sibling
Home Visitor
*Mother
*l'arget-aged Treatment Child (Home Visitor 1)
#*Younger Sibling (Home Visitor 2)
Front Wave [
Front Wave 1I

Younger Sibling Compariscn Group

Mother
Younger Sibling-aged Child

*Family members receiving treatment.

**lome Visitor 2 were younger siblings for the first year of
the program, but became the child with whom the mother
worked directly during the second year of the program.

(From Gilmer, Miller, & Gray, 1970, p. 9)
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Table 3

Age at Time of Follow-Up Assessment
of Children Included in Each Group

Age
Mean R Range
Croup N (Yr. and Mo.) (Yr. and Mo.)
Target Children
Maximum Impact 15 8-8 8-4 to 9-3
Curriculum 15 8-9 8-5 to 9-2
Home Visitor L. _ A 9-7 8-3 to 9-7
Front Wave 1 18 9-1 8-3 to 9-7
Front Wave 11 18 9-9 9-6 tc 10-3
Younger Siblings |
Maximum Impact 17 7-6 7-1 to 8-2
Curriculum 13 7-17 7-3 to 8-1
Home Visitor 2 . 14 9-~2 7-0 to 8-4
Comparison 19 7-2 6-6 to 8-4

For purposes of comparison, natural environment groups were careful ly
selected to match the demographic characteristics of the treatment families.
The first such group coasisted of children living in the same housing
situation, but whose enrollment in a local preschool program provided
immediate assessibility and continuing follow-up potzntial. This group
was labeled the Front Wave T Group. A year later, a second similarly con-
stituted group, Front Wave Il, was schCEed. A third group consisting of

mother and child pairs who were comparable to the treatment families in the

15
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study was designated the Younger Sibling Comparison Group. The children
in this comparison group were selected to assure age compariability for
the vertical diffusion aspects of the study (Gilmer et al., 1970). Table
2 presents the scheﬁatic representation of the groups involved in the study.
The age characteristics of children in each group at the time of the present
investigation are reported in Table 3;
Procedure

Three general types of procedures were used to assess the major vari-
ables of the study. In phase one of the study, the Stanford-Binet (L-M)
was administered individually to each child. In a second phase, the atti-
tudinal variables of need for achievement, delay of gratification, reflec-
tivity, and internal-external control were assessed using individually
administered tests .:~- an experimental choice situation. Behavioral adjust-
ment was me~sured through behavior ratings by classroom teacher. The major
assessment insStruments used are described below.

Measurement of achievement motivation. Achievement motivation was

measured in thé form of an open-ended aspiration question developed by
Mischel (1961). The question is introduced in the context of "Let's pre-
tend there is a magic man. Now let's pretend that the magic man wﬁo came
along could change you into anything you wanted to be. What would you

want to be?'" Subjects were asked to answer in one word. After the first
response was given, the question was.asked: "What else would you like to
be?" Responseés were classified into "Occupational' responses and 'Trait"
responses, the latter being further subdivided into "Achievement Traits'

and "Personal Traits." The first category included all responses mentioning

an ocenpation or profession (e.g., teacher, pilot, doctor); the scceond

16
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fncluded all responses mentioning personal traits that appeared to be

direetly achicvement-related (e.g., important, smart, successful)i the
third contained all other responses and consisted of traits that are not
explicitly related to achievement (e.g., sweet, big, older, honest). The

primary conceptual distinction between the aspirations in the first as
opposed to the second and the third categories is that the former are
clearly long-term aspirations of a career type, whereas the latter are not
necessarily long-term goals, and are not explicitly career goals, but
rather personal attributes. éubjects were scored from 2 to 0 for each
response according to whether they gave an Occupational response, Achieve-
ment Trait response or a Personal Trait fesponse, respectively.

Mischel (1961) investigated the usefulness of this short-cut method
for measuring need for achievement (n Achievement) by examining the rela-
tionship between the responses in each of the three categories and the mean
n Achievement scores as measured in response to the more standard TAT-type
assessment procedure of scoring fantasy material. The n Achievement mean
of subjects giving occupational responses as compared to all others was
found to be significantly higher (t = 3.88; p < .001). Similarly, compari-
son of the mean n Achievement of subjects giving occupational respouses or
achievement responses versus all other responses is a t of 4.54 (p < .001),
the former having n Achievement scores significantly higher than the latter.
A Pearson correlation of .41 (E:< .001) was found between Occupational
responses, Achievement Trait responses, and Personal Trait responses
(nssigned values from 2 to 0) and n Achievement scores.

‘Measurement of reflection-impulsivity. To measure reflectivity, "Draw

a Line Slowly" (DAL)--a motor inhibition test devised by Maccoby, Dowley,

17 o
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Mapen, and Deperman (190 ) ==ware cmployed {scee Appendia Ay The test con-
sisted of a picture of two telephone poles with three wires between them
and a fourth wire conspicuouslygmissing. Subjects were first given prac-
tice drawing lines with a ruler;%nd pencil on a blank sheet of paper. The
)
experimenter then showed the picture, pointing out the missing wire, and
the subject was told to draw in the missing wire with a ruler. The task
was administered a second tire. This time, however, the subject was
instructed to draw the wire in '"as slowly as you can." Scores on this
dimension were obtained by subtracting the time taken to draw the line on

the first trial from the time taken on the second trial.

Measurement of internal-external control. The measure that was used

to assess internal—-external control was a 15-item cartoon test originated
by Phypers (1969). Phyper's I-E Scale (Appendix B) is an adaptation for'
prades 1-3 of the Intellectual Achievement Responsibility Questionnaire
developed by the Fells Institute (Crandall, Datkovsky, & Crandall, 1965).
The I-E Scale consists of cartoons relating to a variety of achievement
and personal events in the school setting. For each event, the child is
asked to choose one of two reasons (an internal or external control alter-
native) which best describes why that event might happen to him. Internal
control alternatives reflectgq personal efforts or mistakes which wore
viewed as having direct efféet on the outcome of events. External control
alternatives included luck, chance, or the capricious moods or actions.of
others.

In the present study, a revision of Phyper's original cartoon format

was made in which black children were depicted in the cartoon situations.

Total 1-E scores were computed by summing the number of items in which the

18
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internal alternative was chosen,  Separate subscales for positive and
nepative events were also computed.  Phypers (1969) obtained good relia-
bility for the [-£ Scale for grades 1-3. Evidence for construct and

discriminant validity is reported fairly extensively in the literature.

Measurement of delay gﬁ;gratification. An gctual choice between a
small school related reward item now or greater similar reward items later
wias used to assess the tendency to delay gratification. As in previous
studies (Bialer, 1961; Mischel, 1961; Phypers, 1969), this choice was
of fered as a "reward" for participating in the experimental tasks. To
increase the desirability of the rewafd, each child was allowed to pick
from three ohjects (an eraser, a miniature puzzle, a coloring book) the
prize that he would most like to have.

Pushing the chosen object toward the subject, the experimenter asked
each child:

Which do you want, this {(name oflobject)

right now, or two s (name of object) in one
week (holding up two)? '

' he was given the single reward immediately.

If the subject chose ''Now'
if "Tomorrow' was chosen, the reward was put into a large envelope, upon
which the experimenter wrote the child's name and grade. The subject was
then told that his teacher would give him the envelope in one week.

At the conclusion of the experimental procediire, each subject was
told:

Thank you very much. Now I'd like you to do me a favor.

Let's not tell the other children what we did here--or that

you won a prize.

Teacher rating procedure. 1Tn order to assess behavioral adjustment

in the school setting, eight items from the "Pupil Behavior Rating Scale"
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(PBR) developed by Bower (1960) were given to each classroom teacher

(see Appendix ()., These itumé consist of a variety of specific behavioral
descriptions which are defined to constitute a presence or lack of adjust-
ment. Teachers were asked to rate the extent to which the child's conduct,
as observed in the school setting, approximates each behavioral description.
A total adjustment score for each subject was derived by summing the ratings
of the specific behavioral descriptions contained in the scale. Iltems were

reversed in scaling so that a high total score reflects high adjustment.

Results

Types of Data Analyses Used

The technique employed to test hypotheses concerning group diffcrences
on each of the measures was applied linear regressisa (Bottenberg & Ward,
1963). This method utilizes ecategorical predictors in the formulation and
analysis of reseacch questions by comparing (a) the results of an attempt
to estimate criterian values from a linear combination of the vectors cor-
responding to membership in mutually exclusive categories with (b) the
results of comparable efforts in which no account is taken of membership
in these categories (see Appendix). This technique was thought to be par-
ticularly suited to the present data since the scores for most of the vari-
ables in the study were not assumed to come from a multivariate normal
distribution. Moreover, a regression approach to data analysis permited
consideration of a large number of variables and interactions.

In line with previous research discussed earlier, it was reasonablc
to assume that the .subject's age and intelligence had a bearing on the

score obtained for most of the measures. To be certain that the influence
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of these factors did not lead to erroneous conclusions, age and intelligence
data were incorporated within the analyses.

Product-moment correlation coefficients were computed to test for
hypothesized relationships between the major variables in the study. A
correlational approach was chosen in order to assess the magnitude of rela-
tionships. This approach was also suggested in order to investigate possible
changes in the magnitude of relétionships between subjects based on the
control factors of age and intelligence.

Intervention Program Effects

Table 4 reports the mean scores of each group fof all of the variables
of interest in the study. The results of group comparisons (excluding the
flome Visitor 1 and 2 groups) on each of the major variables are presented
in Tables 5-10. ‘It can be seen that no significant differences between
groups were found for measures of impulsivity and positive internal-external
control. On the need for achievement measure significant group differences
were found for only the target children. Contrary to our hypotheses, tar-
get treatment groups scored lower than the controls (Front Wave T and II
Comparisons) ¢ the need for achievement, and thc Maximum Impact target
group scored .+ r than those groups without maternal involvement. No
significant differences were found for younger siblings on the negative
internal—-external control subscale. However, as hypothesized, treatment
target groups scored higher than the Front Wave I and I1 comparison groups,
and the Maximum Impact group scored higher than those groups with no
maternal involvement. There was no significant difference between the

Curriculum and the comparison target groups.
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The most dramatic tfindings appeared on the behavioral adiustment
measure. While signitficant differences were found in the expected direc~
tion [or the younger sibling groups, group differences were found in the
opposite direction for the target children. As anticipated, the Maximum
Impact and Curriculum sibling groups were rated as better adjusted than
the Younger Sibling Comparison group, and the Maximum Impact sibling group
was rated as better adjusted than groups without maternal involvement. On
the other hand, comparisons among the target children showed that children
in these two treatment groups were rated as less adjusted than controls,
and the Maximum Impact target group had a lower rating than those groups
without maternal involvement.

An interest in the relative impact of the amount of maternal program
involvement prompted a comparison of the two Home Visitor groups (Home
Visitor 1, one year of treatment; Home Visitor 2, one yzar as younger sib-
lings, one year as target child) on each of the variables in the study.
Thése comparisons are presented in Tables 11-16. Significant group dif-
ferences were found only on the negative internal-external control subscale
and the behavioral adjustment measure. Contrary to what might be expected,
the Home Visitor groups scored lower than the target-aged comparisun groups
on the negative internal-external control subscale, and Home Visitor 2
scored lower than Home Visitor 1 and the Front Wave comparison groups. As
anticipated, the behavioral adjustment ratings for the Home Visitor groups
were higher than those of the comparison groups, and children in Home

Visitor L were rated as better adjusted than those in the comparison group.
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Table 4

Mean Scores for All Groups on Each of the Noncognitive Measures

Measures
Achievement Delay
Group Motivation DAL 1E- IE+ IEtot Gratification PBR
Target Children
Maximunm Impact 2.60 16.00 5.40 5.80 11.20 1.60 15.59
Curriculum b.oo 20.70 5.86 5.80 11.66 1.30 16.36
Home Visitor 1 3.78 13.57 5.21 6.21 11.43 1.43 18.72
Front Wave I 3.94 26.22 5.00 5.94 10.94 1.60 16.52
Front Wave II 3.50 - 17.83 4.66 6.05 10.71 1.46 18.85
Younger Siblings
Maximum Impact 3.47 19.70 3.88 5.53 9.41 1.29 21.64
Curriculum 3.46 21.30 3.54 5.85 9.39 1.23 20.08
Home Visitor 2 3.10 16.60 3.20 5.60 8.80 1.60 17.36
Comparison 3.28 14.60 4,58 5.10 9.68 1.42 17.88

-
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Table 5

Group Comparisons on Need for Achievement Measure

df Meaning of
Comparison N/dfd F Probability Difference

Zarget Children
s there a difference between the n Achievement scores Both treatment

for the Maximum Impact and Curriculum target groups and : groups scored .
those of Front Wave I and Front Wave II? 2/180 3.513 .031% lower K

Are the n Achievement scores for the Maximum Impact
group different from those for groups without maternal Maximum Impact
iavolvement? 1/180 6.523 .011% scored lower

s there a difference between the n >n:wm<m5m:n scores
for the Curriculum target group and those for Front
wave I and Front Wave II? 1/181 . 554 .512 NS

24

“cunger Sibling

Is there a difference between the n Achievement scores
for the Maximum Impact and Curriculum younger sibling
groups and those of the Comparison group? 2/181 1.026 .361 K

Are the n Achievement scores for the Maximum Impact

sibling group different from those for sibling groups

without maternal involvement? . 1/181 1.370 .241 %S
Is there a difference between the n Achievement scores

for the Curriculum sibling group and those for the

Comparison group? 1/182 .738 .606 . RS

*3 < .05
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Table 6

Group Comparisons on Reflection-Impulsivity Measure

Comparison

Qmﬂ\mmm

Meaning of
F Probability Difference

f¥=3¢

(9]

rget Children

is there a difference between the reflectivity scores
for the Maximum Impact and Curriculum target groups
and those of Front Wave I and Front Wave II?

Are the reflectivity scores for the Maximum Impact
aroup different from those for groups without mater-
zal involvement?

Is there a difference between the reflectivity scores
Zor the Curriculum target group and those for Front
wave I and Front Wave II?

uriger Siblings

Is there a difference between the reflectivity scores
for the Maximum Impact and Curriculum younger sibling
groups and those of the Comparison group?

Are the reflectivity scores for the Maximum Impact
sibling group different from those for sibling groups
without maternal involvement?

is there a difference between the reflectivity scores
for the Curriculum sibling group and those for the
Comparison group?

2/180

1/180

1/181

2/181

1/181

1/182

.763 .528 NS

.002 .959 XS

1.542 .225 NS

25

1.082 .342 . NS

.922 .660 \

wn

»

1.202 .265 N
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Table 7

Group Comparisons on Negative Internal-External Control Subscale
Meaning of
Comparison dfn/q¢q F Probability Difference
Target Children
Is there a difference between the IE- scores for the Both treatment
Maximum Impact and Curriculum target groups and those groups scored
of Front Wave I and Front Wave II1? 2/180 5.454 . 005%* higher
Are the IE- scores for the Maximum Impact group dif-
ferent from those for groups without maternal involve- Maximum Impact
nent? 1/180 4.812 .028%* scored higher
Is nfmnm a difference between the IE- scores for the K
Curriculum target group and those for Front Wave I and .
front Wave II? 1/181 5.971° .071 NS O
o
Ycunger Siblings
Is there a difference between the IE- scores for the
Maximum Impact and Curriculum younger :sibling group
and those of the Comparison group? 2/181 1.019 .367 NS
Are the IE- scores for the Maximum Impact sibling group
different from those for sibling groups without mater-
nal involvement? 1/181 1.097 . 296 NS
Is there a difference between the IE- scores for the
Curriculum sibling group and those for the Comparison
group? 1/182 .819 .631 NS

*p < .05
x%p < .01

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.



26

Table 8

Group Comparisons on Positive Internal-External Control Subscale

Comparison

ams\ama

Probability

Meaning of
Difference

Target Children

Is there a difference between the IE+ scores for
the Maximum Impact and Curriculum target groups
and those of Front Wave I and Front Wave II?

Are the IE+ scores for the Maximum Impact group dif=-
ferent from those groups without maternal involve-
ment?

Is there a difference between the IE+ scores for the
Curriculum target group and those for Front Wave 1
and Front Wave I17

Younger Siblings

Is there a difference between the IEt+ scores for the
Maximum Impact and Curriculum younger sibling groups
and those of the Comparison group?

Are the IE+ scores for the Maximum Impact sibling
group different from those for sibling groups with-
out maternal involvement?

Is there a difference between the IE+ scores for the
Curriculum sibling group and those for the Comparison
group?

2/180

1/180

1/181

2/181

1/181

1/182

.110

.016

.185

.621

1.210

.037

.895

. 895

.672

.543

.272

.841

NS

NS

NE

NS
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Table 9

Group Comparisons on Delay of Gratification >leasure

¢ Meaning of
Comparison dfn/q¢q F Probability Difference

Target Children

Is there a difference between the delay scores for
the Maximum Impact and Curriculum target groups and

those of Front Wave 1 and Front Wave 117 2/180 2.237 . 107 nS
Are the delay scores for the Maximum Impact group
different from those for groups without maternal
involvement? 1/180 .190 .667 NS
Is there a difference between the delay scores for Curriculum
the Curriculum target group and those for Front Wave group scored o
I and Front Wave 117 1/181 4,295 .036%* lower o3
Younger Siblings
Is there a difference between the delay scores for the
Maximum Impact and Curriculum younger sibling groups
and those of the Comparison group? . 2/181 L334 721 NS
Are the delay scores for the Maximum Impact sibling
group different from those for sibling groups without
maternal involvement? 1/181 .508 .516 NS
Is there a difference between the delay scores for the
Curriculum sibling group and those for the Comparison
group? 1/182 .183 .672 NS
*p .05
. : . -
&l
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Table 10

Group Comparisons on Behavioral Adjustment Measure

Comparison

dfn/4fd

Meaning of

29

F Probability Difference
Zirget Children

Both treatment
s there a difference between the adjustment scores groups were
Zor tne Maximum Impact and Curriculum target groups rated as less
and thise of Front Wave I and Front Wave II? 2/180 3.445 .033% adjusted
Are the adjustment scores for the Maximum Impact Max:mum Impact
sroup different from those for groups without was rated as
2aternal involvement? 1/180 4.458 .034% less adjusted
Is there a difference between the adjustment scores
Ior the Curriculum target group and those for Front
wave I and Front Wave II? 1/181 2.384 .122 NS

Ycunger Siblings

Both treatment
s there a difference between the adjustment scores groups were
fer the Maximum Impact and Curriculum vounger sibling rated as better
zroups and those of the Comparison group? 2/181 5.837 . 004 %% adjusted
Are the adjustment scores for the Maximum Impact Maximum Impact
sibling group different from those for sibling groups was rated as
without maternal involvement? 1/181  10.165 .002%% better adjusted
Is there a difference between the adjustment scores
Zor the Curriculum sibling group and those for the
Comparison group? 1/182 1.340 247 N

‘U
NN
=
w
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Table 11

Comparison of Home Visitor 1, Home Visitor 2,
and the Front Wave 1 and Front Wave II Comparison
Groups on Need for Achievement Measure

Meaning of

Comparison dfn/q¢q F Probability Difference
Is there a difference between the achievement scores for ;
the Home Visitor 1 and Home Visitor 2 groups and those
of Front Wave I and Front Wave II? 1/180 1.435 .734 NS

Are the achievement scores for the Home Visitor 2 group
different from those for the Home Visitor 1, Front Wave

I, and Front Wave II groups? 1/180 .319 . 580 . NS o
\ ™
Is there & difference between the achievement scores for
the Home Visitor 1 group and those for Front Wave I and
Front Wave 117 1/181 1.638 . 599 R
O
&l
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Table 12

Comparison of Home Visitor 1, Home Visitor 2,
and the Front Wave I and Front Wave II Comparison
Groups on Reflection-Impulsivity Measure

df Meaning of
Comparison M/dfd F Probability Difference
Is there a difference between the reflectivity scores
for Home Visitor 1 and Home Visitor 2 and those of
Front Wave 1 and Front Wave 117 : 2/180 3.623 .239 NS
Are the reflectivity scores for the Home Visitor 2
group different from thcse for the Home Visitor 1,
Front Wave I and Front Wave II1 groups? 1/180 1.122 .285 NS -
o
Is there a difference between the reflectivity scores
for the Home Visitor 1 group and those for Front Wave I
and Front Wave II? 1/181 1.638 .199 NS

IC
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Table 13

Comparison of Home Visitor 1, Home Visitor 2,
and the Front Wave I and Front Wave II Comparison
Groups on Negative Internal-External Control Subscale

df Meaning of
Comparison 1/dfd F Probability Difference

s there a difference between the IE~ scores for Home

Comparison
visitor 1 and Home Visitor 2 and those of Front Wave groups scored
- and Front Wave II?

2/180 .813 .028%* higher
~re the IE- scores for the Home Visitor 2 group dif-
Zerent from those for the Home Visitor 1, Front Wave I Home Visitor 2
znd Front Wave II groups? : 1/180 .008 .027% scored lower o1
s there a difference between the IE-~ scores for the &

“cme Visitor 1 group and those for Front Wave I and

Trent Wave 117 1/181 .063 .798 N

o

*n < .05
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Table 14

Comparison of Home Visitor 1, Home Visitor 2,

and :the Front Wave I and Front Wave II Comparison

Groups on Positive Internal-External Control Subscale

Meaning of

Comparison , dfn/q¢eq F Probability Difference
Is there a difference between the IE+ scores for Home
Visitor 1 and Home Visitor 2 and those of Front Wave I
and Front Wave I1I? 2/180 2.271 .551 NS
Are the IE+ scores for the Home Visitor 2 group differ-
ent from those for the Home Visitor 1, Front Wave I and .
Front Wave II groups? . 1/180 .027 .862 NS
Is there a difference between the IE+ scores for the
Home Visitor 1 group and those for Front Wave I and
Front Wave I17? 1/181 1.607 .204 NS
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Table 15

Comparison of Home Visitor 1, Home Visitor 2,

and the Front Wave I and Front Wave II Compariscn
Groups on Delay of Gratification Measure

df Meaning of
Comparison N/dfd F Probability Difference
Z: there a difference between the delay scores for
=’ze Visitor 1 and Home Visitor 2 and those of Front
~zve I and Front Wave II? 2/180 1.367 .256 NS
ire the delay scores for the Home Visitor 2 group dif-
Zzrent from those for the Home Visitor 1, Front Wave 1
:=2 Front Wave II groups? 1/180 .025 .867 NS -
o™
s tnere a difference between the delay scores for the
~caefVisitor 1 group and those for Front Wave I and
T-ont Wave 117 1/181 2,724 .096 NS
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Table

16

Comparison of Home Visitor 1, Home Visitor

2

“-9
and the Front Wave I and Front Wave II Comparison
Groups on Behavioral Adjustment Measure

Meaning of

0
0]

Comparison dfn;qgq F Probability Difference
Is there a difference between the adjustment scores ‘Home Visitor
icr Home Visitor 1 and Home Visitor 2 and those of groups scored
Front Wave I and Front Wave I11I? 2/180 4.393 .013%* higher
are the adjustment scores for the Home Visitor 2 group
Ziftferent from those for the Home Visitor 1, Front Wave A Home Visitor 2
Z and Front Wave II groups? 1/180 4,186 .040% scored lower
Is there a difference between the adjustment scores for
the Home Visitor 1 group and those for Front Wave I and Home Visitor 1
Front Wave 117 1/181 4,521 .033%* scored higher

=

< .05
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Intercovvelations Among the Measures
Table 17 presents the fntercorrelations among the measures of atti-
tudinal development. Product-moment correlations between these attitudinal
measures and the total scores for behavivral adjustment are presented in
Table 18.
Table 17

Intercorrelations Among Attitudinal Measures

Delay of
DAL TE- 1E+ IEtot Gratification
Achievement
Motivation -.004 -.033 .157 .048 - .017
DAL 1.000 .079 .011 .062 -.002
1E- 1.000 .125 .839%% .079
[E+ 1.000 .612%% .078
1Etot 1.000 . 106
*%p < .01
Table 18
Product-Moment Correlations Between
Attitudinal Measures and Total PBR Adjustment Scale
Achievement Delay of
Motivation DAL IE-~ IE+ IEtot Gratification
’'BR .012 .151 -.015 -.004 . 000 .099
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There are several lnterestling polnts to be noted from these data.
First of all, no stanitficant relationships were found among measures ol
need for achlevement, vellectlon, internal-exterunal control and delay of
gratification. There was a tendency for high internal control over posi-
tive events to be related to need for achievement; however, this correla-
tion fell short of statistical significance. It can also be seen that
there is little association between positive and negative items on the
internal-external control scale. Finally, and contrary to what was pre-
dicted, no relationship was found between measures of attitudinal develop-
ment and behavioral adjustment.

Age Differences

Chronological age was cxpected to be positively rclated to several
major variables in the study. Table 19 presents product-moment correla-
tions between this developmental dimension and each attitudinal measure.
Although a positive relationship was expected between chronological age
and delay‘of gratification, none was found. A strong association was
found between age and feelings of internal control; however, this feeling
was significant only for scores reflecting feelings of personal control
over negative events (r = .301; p< .001). No significant relationships
were evident between age and measures of need for achievement, reflec-

tivity, or behavioral adjustment.

Differences in Intelligence
[ntelligence was uanother important factor discussed earlier as
influencing certain variables in the study. As reported in Table 19,

Binet 1) seores were positively related to measures of reflectivity and
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Table 19

Product=Moment Correlatlions Betweoen

Deve lopmental Dimensions and Noncognitive Measures
Achlevement bDelay of
Motivation DAL 1E- IE+ IEtot Gratification PBR
CA <115 .087 <301 %% L1173 .300%* 074 -.011
IQ -.015 . 282%% .073 .060 . 105 .034 L221%
*p < .05
k%p ¢ .01

behavioral adjustment. Contrary to what might be expected, no relation-
ship was found between 1Q and delay of gratification. Intelligence scores

showed no relationship to either I-E control or need for achievement.

Discussion and Summary

The primary purposé of this study was to investigate the long-term
cffects of three forms of preschool intervention on the development of
attitudes related to school success. It was predicted that target children
in the treatment groups would score significantly higher than those target-
aged childrén with no program involvement. This prediction was confirmed
for only one measure--the negative internal-external control subscale.
Indeed, contrary to our expectations, the treatment target groups scored
lower than the comparison groups on measures of achievement motivation and
behavioral adjustment. The second prediction concerned che‘effectiveness
of both maternal involvement and classroom participation as a model of pre-
school intervention. It was expected that the Maximum Impact group would

score higher than all other groups on each of the measures assessed in the
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sty Apaln, the negative internal=external control subscale wan the
only measure for which the hypothesis was confirmed, while s (gllll'lciuxt
differences tn the opposite divection were found for the need for achieve-
ment measure and behavioral adjustment. The expected superiority of the
target Curriculum group over the controls was not conflivmed on any of the
measures.,

fiypotheses involving the younger sibling group were concerned with
the importance of the mother as an agent in the vertical diffusion of pro=
gram effects. Tt was hypothesized that the younger siblings of groups
which had direct maternal participation in the program would score signifi-
cantly higher on each of fhe measures. Behavioral adjustment was the only
measure forlyh;ch this hypothesis was confirmed. On this s=ale, children
in groups with maternal involvement were rated as better adjusted. Finally,
as predicted, there were no differences between the Curriculum sibling
group and the compafison group on any other variables investigated:

the present investigation of the relationships among the major vari-

:

ables of the study provide a similarly interesting set of results. The
measure of need for achievement showed no relationship to other attitudinal
variables. Nor was it related to behavioral adjustment, age or intelligence.
The motor inhibition test of impulsivity was significantly related to intel-
ligence, but showed no relationship to age, behavioral adjustment, or the
measures of attitudinal development. The negative internal-external con-
trol dimension showed a positive correlation to chronological age only.

No significant relationships were tound for both the positive internal-

cxtornal coatrol dimension and delay of gratificatcion.
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Fwor Prsuen cimerge oo Che Dbt ol this datae The Thesty oa maet oo

lagleal lssue concerns the veblablibity and valldity of the test measures
devotoped to assess each of the major vartables. The sccond Issue, a
substantive and theoretical one, concerns the usefulness of these general

concepts as effective predictors of achievement In the low-income child,

Achlevement Motivation

As discussed earlier, the concept of need for achievement is one which
at first glance appears to have much In common with competence motivation.
There appear, however, to be several difficulties with the n Achlevement
variable as embodied in the fantasy-based measure from which McClelland's
aspiration question was derived. These difficulties have been reviewed by

Smith (1968) who suggested:

There are questions about its generality, its applicability

to women, its openness to influences that contaminate its value

as a measure of motivation. The findings in regard to relat.on-

ships to achievement-oriented behavior have been ambiguous, except

as a predictor of entrepreneurial striving in business men. Given

this tess than encouraging record, one suspects that there has

been slippage between the theoretical definition of the motive and

what has actually been captured in the measurements [p. 242].

The question of the generality of the achievement motive is especially
relevant to the present research. What has been interpreted as a lack of
achivcvement motivation in low-income black pupils may well be a matter of
its being directed into nonintellectual pursuits. Indeed achievement
research over two decades has found little conclusive evidence concerning
differences between black and white children on n Achievement. These
findings and the lack of predicted relationships involving achievement
molivat fon in the present study suggest that the global concept of achicve-

ment motivation i< too broad and L may be useful to replace this construct

with motives that relate to more specific behaviors. Individuals strive to
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bhecome competent in different areas, and the motivations for these strivings
are multiple. Comprehension and prediction of these phenomena might be
enhanced if there was some differentiation ameng the behaviors and motives
that are involved in task mastery.

Delay of Gratification

The procedure used to assess the ability to delay gratification

closely resembles those in the majority of studies in the literature.

These investigations have found several behavioral, affective and demo-
“graphic correlates of delay behavior, and lend support to the assumption
.that the ability to delay gratification is a general trait or dimension

of personality, and that choice of immediate or delayed rewards is a
reiiable and valid measure of this trait. Recently these conclusions have
been open to some qugstion. Existing findings in the literature, most of
which are revieweémgy Phypers (1969), point to the highly variable nature
of the traditional operational paradigm used to assess delay of gratifica-
tion. They suggest that choice of immediate or delayed rewards is strongly
influenced by a wide variety of situational factors which are difficult to
control experimentally and which contribute to a generally unstable measure
of delay. For example, numerous studies which have experimentally manipu-
lated the contingencies involved in the choice procedure have found an
increase in the tendency to choose immediately available awards a function
of (1) length of delay interval (Mischel & Metzner, 1962), (2) the experi-
ence of general criticism of a subject's performance before being offered
the choice (Shybut, 1965), and (3) the requirement to successfully complete
an experimental task in addition to wailting in order to obtain a larger,

y
future reward (Mischel & Staub, 19653). As previously noted in the studies
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of Lawton (1963), Mischel (1963), and Mischel and Metzner (1966), diffcr-
ences have also been found when different experimenters have been used in
the same study.

Although there was an attempt to hold the above factors constant,
with the exception of the number of experimenters, it is not surprising
that no hypothesized relationships involving the tendency to delay gratifi-
cation were found. It has been speculated that the inadequacy of tradi-
tional delay measures may be in part a function of the operational paradigm
of choice between a small reward now or a larger reward later which appears
to conform to few behavioral examples of the tendency to delay gratifica-
tion discussed in the literature (Phypers, 1969). In future research,
operational procedures must have more relevance for subjects within the
context of everyday life. The behaviors which we seek to assess need to
be based upon situations which typically occur, or would be potentially
relevant within the environment in which subjects must function.

Reflection-Impulsivity

Studies showing relationships between measures of impulsiveness and
both intelligence and social adaptation have provided some degree of sup-
port for a view of competence which tries to relate affect, drive, and
cognitive activity in the same theofetical system. In the present study,
fha motor inhibition test of impulsivity, Draw a Line, was significantly
related to intelligence. The results also indicate that scores on this
measure show a tendency to be related to behavioral adjustment ratings.
While these results are in agreement with theoretical expectations, there
is some reservation concerning the relevance of our findings for the con-

cept of impulse control. As in previous studies (Maccoby, Dowley, Hagen,
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& Degoerman, 19653 Spivack, Levine, & Sprigle, 1969), high 1Q chilldren were
more capable ol (nhibiting movement when instructed to do so. The ques-
tion arises whether they hqvo better impulse control or whether thev arce
more able to follow any directions better than their low-IQ counterparts.
Informal ohservations during this procedure suggest that the latter is a
plausible alternative. It is apparent, in any case, that the degree to

which the capacity to inhibit movement may be interpreted as impulse con-

trol requires further investigations.

dinternal-tixternal Control

While generally adequate reliabtllity and validity have been roeported
for the I-L Scale far grades 1~3, the measure's internal consistency has
been shown to be fairly low (Phypers, 1909). This finding indicates that
internal-external control is a somewhat heterogeneous dimension and does
not, as the literature suggests, reflect a generalized aspect of personal-
ity. The possibility of this assumption receives additional support from
the present study. Correlations between positive and negative items on
the I-E scale suggest that children's feelings of internal control over
positive events are not related to their feelings of internal control over
negative events, thus indicating two possibly separate dimensions of
internal-external control. -Indeed, while there were no group dif ferences
on the positive internal-external control subscale, there was s;gnificant
differentiation, in favor of the groups that participated in the preschool
curriculum, on the measure of negative internal-external control. An
interpretation of this finding may be that the children involved in the
preschool program gained a greater sense of personal control in school-

related situations through their experiences in a consistently reinforced,
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stable environment where negative as well as positive cvents were
realistically under their own control.
Further evidence for a situational aspect of internal control has
been provided in a recent study by Williams (l97l).A Williams found that
in conditions of reduced expectancy for success and low reinforcement
value, external locus of control subjects behaved externally in accord
with the generalized characteristics of the I-E construct. In situations
characterized by high levels of expectancy and reinforcement value, however,
external locus of countrol subjects behaved in an internal manner--quite in
contrast to expectations based upon a generalized I-E classification.
Existing findings in the literature, as well as those discussed above,
suggest that both generalized and situational determinants are oﬁerative
in inflgencing a person's sense of internal control. 1If feelings of per-
sonal control are in fact highly dependent on factors particular to given
kinds of situations, such factors must be taken into account in future
research.,

Behavioral Adjustment

Bower (1960) has reported generally adequate reliability and vuiidity
for the Pupil Behavioral Rating Scale as a measure of behavioral adjust-
ment in the elcmenFary school. The scale has obvious face validity since
it is based on a group of behaviors considered by professionals to repre-
sent adjustment in the school setting. It wasmnoted that teachers, in
making their ratings, tended to judge studenté with higher measured intel-
ltgence as better adjusted. This finding was expected, apd was consistent

with the results obtained by other investigations (Phypers, 1969) where

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

many ol the behavioral fndices were related to the faterest shown toward
academic tasks. In the group analyses, the influence of I1Q was controlled.
An interesting finding in this study was that the target children
involved in the DARCEE classroom program were rated as less adjusted than
groups with no intervention program involvement. It may be that the spon-
taniety and assertiveness nurtured in the DARCEE classroom are incongruent
with the behaviors appropriate for the more highly regimented elementary

school classroom. This finding is possibly consistent with that of Kitano

(1964) who found that children who had been enrolled in a permissive child-

care program housed in a public school were rated by their teachers in the
elementary grades as less well-adjusted to school than control children
not enrolled in such a program. It should be noted, however, that the
DARCEE approach can in no way be characterized as permissive.

This study presents a puzzling but interesting set of data. In
interpreting the findings, it has been unclear whether the results refllect
poor reliability and validity of assessment procedures or problems inher-
ent in the facets of intervention upon which the predictions were based.
Both possibilities have been discussed, particularly with regard to the
generality of these concepts and the applicability of the operaticnal para-
digms used in their assessment. It should be noted that limitations in
the design of the study, notably the lack of (1) assessment of these
af fective dimensions at the beginning or end of the intrafamily interven-
tion and (2) comparisons of actual scores with Indices of achievement,
have precluded any definite conclusions. [t is hoped, ho@ever, that this
investigation has provided meaningful suggestions for future research in

this area.
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APPENDIX A

"Draw a Line Slowly'" Form

51




—
gl

Q
® o
O o
& &

Name

Trial

52




APPENDIX B

I-E Scale
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APPENDIX C

Pupil Behavior Rating Scale
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lame of Pupil Sex
sehivo L i Grade
Giter's Name o o i _ Date of Rating

'leasce rate the pupil's behavior as you have observed and experienced it.
‘lace the code number of the appropriate rating on the line to the right
f each statement.

THIS PUPIL GETS INTO FIGHTS OR QUARRELS WITH OTHER PUPILS.....
l)seldom or never 2)not very often 3)not observed 4)quite often
5)most of the time. :

THIS PUPLL HAS TO BE COAXED OR FORCED TO PLAY OR WORK WITH OTHER

PlUP IS e st e it e ettt o e onesoceseasasssssasssosoesesassscassacoscsns
l)seldom or never 2)not very often 3)not observed 4)quite often
SYmost of the time.

. THLS PUPTL UAS DIFFTCULTY LEARNING. .. .vvuvrt it areineanennnn. o

l)seldom or never 2)not very often 3)not observed 4)quite often
S)most of the time. )

THIS PUPIL IS INTERESTED IN ACTIVITIES WHICH HE CAN DO BY HIMSELF
1Yseldom or never 2)not very often 3)not observed 4)quite often
5)most of the time.

THIS PUPIL MAKES UNUSUAL OR INAPPROPRIATE RESPONSES DURING NORMAL
SCHOOL ACTIVITIES. .. .. iieteieeeneseeenesoonecanssacsasnosasssns
1)seldom or nevar 2)not very often 3)not observed 4)quite often
S5)most of the time.

THIS PUPIL BEHAVES IN WAYS WHICH ARE DANGEROUS TO SELF OR OTHERS
1)seldom or never 2)not very often 3)not observed 4)quite often
SYmost of the time.

THIS PUPIL IS UNHAPPY OR DEPRESSED. ....ouivreiuiineensannanens o

I)seldom or never 2)not very often 3)not observed 4)quite often
5Ymost of the time.

THIS PUPIL BECOMES SICK WHEN FACED Wiir & DIFFLICULT SCHOOL TROBLIEM
OR STLUATTON. t vttt ittt te i eeensanee i ssonuonsncsnces eeee N
Pyseldom ar never 2 not very often  iinot observed 4)quite often
S)most orf the time.




